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Available online 8 May 2017The Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS) is a 16-item self-report measure of emotional intelli-
gence, based on the revised model by Mayer and Salovey. The scale measures four dimensions: Self-Emotional
Appraisal, Others' Emotion Appraisal, Use Of Emotion, Regulation Of Emotions, loading onto a higher-order emo-
tional intelligence factor. The WLEIS has been translated and validated in several cultural contexts, but to date
there is no Italian translation, and no studies investigated its factor structure in the Italian community. This
study aimed at translating the WLEIS in Italian, analysing its psychometric properties in Italian adults from the
community, and testing the fit between the data and the original model by Wong and Law. We also tested cor-
relations between WLEIS and measures of the Big Five personality factors and attachment. We found that the
scale was internally consistent, and the second-order factor solution fit the data well. We also found significant
positive correlations with agreeableness, extraversion, and perception of the self and the others, and negative
correlation with neuroticism. These results represent a preliminary attempt to study the application of the
WLEIS in Italian community settings, with implications for assessment and intervention to enhance the subjec-
tive and psychological well-being of individuals.
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Italy1. Introduction
In the last decades, there has been an increasing corpus of research
to understand the emotional foundations of human thinking and behav-
iour (Barsade, Brief, & Spataro, 2003), and several studies have focussed
on the concept of Emotional Intelligence (EI) (Mayer & Salovey, 1997).
Emotional Intelligence (EI) has been theorized in terms of “a constel-
lation of traits and self-perceived abilities” (Petrides & Furnham, 2001,
p. 425). There are two major theoretical models of EI, namely (1) Trait
EI and (2) Ability EI. Petrides and Furnham (2000, 2001) identified the
difference between Trait EI and Ability EI in themeasurement approach.
Trait EI is defined as “a constellation of emotional self-perceptions”
(Petrides, Pita, & Kokkinaki, 2007 as cited in Cooper & Petrides, 2010,
p. 449), overlappingwith personality traits such as empathy, emotional
expression, adaptability, and self-control (Petrides, 2011). Trait EI is
concerned with the cross-situational consistency of behaviours, and it
can be assessed through self-reports (Petrides & Furnham, 2000). Abil-
ity EI has been originally defined as “the ability to monitor one's own
and others' feelings and emotions to discriminate among them and to
use this information to guide one's thinking and actions” (Salovey &), e.fino@sheffield.ac.ukMayer, 1990, p. 189). Subsequently, Mayer and Salovey (1997) added
further specification to such definition, describing EI as the “the ability
to perceive and express emotion, assimilate emotion in thought, under-
stand and reason with emotion, and regulate emotion in the self and
others” (p. 5). According to Petrides and Furnham (2000), this approach
defines EI in terms of an information-processing ability, whereas Ability
EI can be assessed through maximum-performance tests. Research
showed that measures of ability EI following the model of EI proposed
byMayer and Salovey are significantly linkedwith dysfunctional attach-
ment styles and relational problems (Bonab & Koohsar, 2011; Cherry,
Fletcher, & O'Sullivan, 2013; Gunning, Waugh, Robertson, & Holmes,
2011).
A number of self-report scales have been constructed and validated
to assess EI. Among these, the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence
Scale (WLEIS; Wong & Law, 2002) is considered as theoretically as a
sound and internally consistent self-report measure of EI (Carvalho,
Guerrero, Chambel, & González-Rico, 2016; Libbrecht, De Beuckelaer,
Lievens, & Rockstuhl, 2014). Wong and Law (2002) developed the
WLEIS on the basis of the revised four-dimensional EI model theorized
by Salovey and Mayer (1990) and Mayer and Salovey (1997). In this
model, EI represents “a set of interrelated skills” (p. 244), including
four specifically abilities, namely: (1) “to perceive accurately, appraise,
and express emotion”; (2) “to access and/or generate feelings when
they facilitate thought”; (3) “to understand emotion and emotional
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lectual growth” (Mayer & Salovey, 1997, p. 10). The scale is composed of
16 items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7
= strongly agree), measuring four dimensions of Trait EI: (1) Self-Emo-
tional Appraisal (SEA), i.e. the ability to process complex emotions and
to express emotions; (2) Others' Emotion Appraisal (OEA), i.e. the abil-
ity to understand and process others' emotions; (3) Use Of Emotion
(UOE), i.e. the ability to use emotions and achieve success in personal
and working life; (4) Regulation Of Emotions (ROE), i.e. the ability to
self-regulate emotions and cope with distress effectively. In their origi-
nal study,Wong and Law (2002) performed a second-order confirmato-
ry factor analysis, and compared two models: In the first model all the
items loaded a single EI dimension, while in the second model the
four dimensions with their relevant items loaded a second-order factor.
The single-factor model was unsatisfactory, while the second-order
model “fitted the data reasonably well”, and the authors concluded
that the four factors represent “an underlyingmultidimensional EI con-
struct” (p. 260). Wong and Law (2002) reported that the scale was in-
ternally consistent, with values of Cronbach's α ranging from 0.83 to
0.90 both at the total scale and the sub-scale level, and average loadings
of the 16 items on their respective dimensions of about 0.80. A recent
study showed that the WLEIS has metric and configural invariance
across three groups of Chinese students (Li, Saklofske, Bowden, Fung,
& Yan, 2012).
Some authors identified the WLEIS as a self-report measure of Trait
EI (Pérez, Petrides, & Furnham, 2005), overlapping with personality di-
mensions (Brannick et al., 2009). In fact, a study comparing the mea-
surement properties of the WLEIS and the Meyer–Salovey–Caruso
Emotional Intelligence Test (MSCEIT) showed that WLEIS scores were
more highly correlated with personality scales than the MSCEIT scores
(Brannick et al., 2009). In terms of discriminant validity, the authors
concluded that “measures of the Big Five personality traits may account
for nearly 50% of the variance in overall WLEIS” (p. 167). However, a re-
cent research conducted by LaPalme, Wang, Joseph, Saklofske, and Yan
(2016) aimed at assessing measurement equivalence of the WLEIS,
showed that the IRT DIF approach suited the WLEIS better than the
ideal-point model, which in contrast suits Trait EI measures better.
The authors commented that “although theWLEIS is a self-report mea-
sure, it purports to measure EI as an ability” (p. 197), suggesting the
need for further research on the construct measured by the scale.
Culturally-mediated codification of emotional responses, display
rules, and use of emotion-related information require the cross-cultural
validation of measure of EI (Austin, Saklofske, & Egan, 2005). However,
research supports the cross-cultural generalizability of the WLEIS.
Fukuda, Saklofske, Tamaoka, and Lim (2012) showed that the Korean
version of the WLEIS was consistent with the original four-factor
model, providing evidence to the internal consistency of the scale in
non-Western cultural contexts. Libbrecht et al. (2014) examined invari-
ance of the WLEIS scores across two different countries, namely Singa-
pore (n = 505) and Belgium (n = 339). The authors found that the
measurement structure of the WLEIS was invariant across the two cul-
tural contexts. In the same vein, previous studies found that the
WLEIS is an internally consistent scale to assess EI in populations from
Barbados (Devonish & Greenidge, 2010), Canada (Kaushal & Kwantes,
2006), China (Law, Wong, & Song, 2004; Wong & Law, 2002), Greece
(Kafetsios & Zampetakis, 2008), Israel (Zysberg & Rubanov, 2010),
Japan (Fukuda et al., 2011), Korea (Kim, Cable, Kim, &Wang, 2009), Ni-
geria (Salami, 2009), Taiwan (Wang & Huang, 2009), Turkey (Güleryüz,
Güney, Aydin, & Aşan, 2008), United Kingdom (Lindebaum &
Cartwright, 2010), and United States (Joseph & Newman, 2010;
Whitman, Van Rooy, Viswesvaran, & Kraus, 2009).
A corpus of recent research in the field of EI shows the successful ap-
plication of measures of EI in the Italian context. D'Amico and Curci
(2010) investigated EI in a community sample of Italian adults, provid-
ing evidence that the model theorized by Mayer, Salovey, and Caruso
(2002) could be successfully used to assess Ability EI in the Italiancommunity. Di Fabio and Saklofske (2014a, 2014b) performed two
studies on EI in samples of Italian high school students. In the first
study, they found that self-reported emotional intelligence added sig-
nificant variance beyond the variance deriving frommeasures of intelli-
gence and personality in predicting core self-evaluation, resilience and
life satisfaction. In the second study, results confirmed the hypotheses
that both self-reported Ability and Trait EI, assessed through the Bar-
On Emotional Intelligence Inventory and the Trait Emotional Intelli-
gence Questionnaire, respectively, contributed more highly to career
decision-making self-efficacy, career indecision and indecisiveness,
than personality traits. Andrei, Smith, Surcinelli, Baldaro, and Saklofske
(2016) investigated the factor structures and psychometric properties
of the Italian version of the full-length Trait Emotional Intelligence
Questionnaire. Results showed the association between EI scores and af-
fect-related aspects of personality. Other research (Di Fabio, 2013; Di
Fabio, Saklofske, & Tremblay, 2016; Franco& Tappatà, 2009) highlighted
the relations between self-report measures of EI, self-other perception,
and wellbeing, as observed in samples of individuals from the Italian
community and college students. Similar findings were reported in sub-
sequent research conducted on samples of Italian young adults and high
school students (see Di Fabio, Kenny, & Minor, 2014).
Despite the increasing corpus of research in the field of EI in the Ital-
ian context, to the best of our knowledge to date there is no Italian
translation of the WLEIS available, and no studies have investigated
the internal consistency of the scale in the Italian community. However,
there are at least threemajor reasons to support the translation and val-
idation of theWLEIS in the Italian context: (1) Although the comparabil-
ity of psychological measures across different cultures represents a
major challenge in psychological measurement, particularly in the
field of emotions, the scale has been successfully translated and validat-
ed across several different cultural contexts, showing very good internal
consistency and psychometric properties (Li et al., 2012), and some au-
thors argued that research is needed to assess the internal consistency
of the WLEIS in different contexts (Fukuda et al., 2012); (2) the Italian
translation of theWLEISwill allow researchers in the field of EI to inves-
tigate the differences between the construct measured by the WLEIS
and other importantmeasures of EI that have been validated previously
the Italian context, supporting a better understanding of the construct
in Italian populations; (3) because previous research in the Italian con-
text showed that both Ability and Trait EI measures are significant pre-
dictors of important psychological dimensions (Di Fabio & Saklofske,
2014a, 2014b), the validation of the WLEIS will provide researchers in
the field of EI in the Italian contexts with an internally consistent mea-
sure of EI, with significant implications for the improvement of assess-
ment and intervention.
The present studywas designed to translate theWLEIS in Italian lan-
guage (WLEIS-I), to analyse its internal consistency and the factor struc-
ture in a sample of Italian adults from the community, and to investigate
whether such measure of EI is consistent with the original model theo-
rized byWong and Law (2002). We also aimed at exploring the concur-
rent validity of theWLEIS by testing correlations betweenWLEIS scores
and the Big Five factors of personality (measured by the Zuckerman-
Kuhlman-Aluja Personality Questionnaire; Aluja, Kuhlman, &
Zuckerman, 2010), and self and other perception (measured by the 9
Attachment Profile; Candilera, 2007).
2. Material and methods
2.1. Participants
Participants were recruited from February 2016 to November 2016
at universities, public parks, shops, markets, banks, and post offices in
three Italian regions that are highly representative of the demographic
background of Italy: Piemonte (north), Lazio (mid), and Puglia
(south). The sample included 476 subjects aged 18 to 58 (M = 30.5,
SD = 9.2), who voluntarily participated to the study. They were all
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of the tool well. Men were 61.3% (n = 292), and women 38.7% (n =
184) of the sample. All participants were from lower to upper–middle
class, having various educational and socio–economic backgrounds,
and representingwell enough the Italian population. Theywere, respec-
tively for men and women, housewives (0–13.6%), college students
(22.6%–12.0%), unemployed (7.9%–29.9%), industry workers (10.6%–
6.0%), employers (38.0%–27.2%), retailers (8.6%–4.3%), professionals
(1.0%–0.5%), entrepreneurs (10.6%–3.8%), and teachers (0.7%–2.7%).
No differenceswere found between the age ofmen (M=30.9; SD=
9.6) andwomen (M=30.0; SD=8.4) (t(474) = 0.96; p=0.33), and no
gender differences were found concerning years of education (χ2(2) =
4.5; p = 0.10). Years of education were, respectively for men and
women: ≤8 years (2.4%–6.0%), ≤13 years (42.8%–44.6%), ≤18 years
(54.8%–49.5%).Moreover, no gender differenceswere found concerning
the civil status (χ2(1)= 0.66; p=0.79); theywere, respectively formen
and women, unmarried (64.6%–63.4%), married (35.4%–36.6%), and
overall 6.9% of the participants did not report their civil status. All partic-
ipants provided written informed consent to participate to the study.
2.2. Procedure
The English version of the WLEIS was translated into Italian by the
authors of this paper, henceforthWLEIS-I, and then submitted to an En-
glishmother-tongue professional translator to assess independently the
translation, by means of a back-translation. This process allowed agree-
ment on the final Italian version of the instrument. The WLEIS-I is pro-
vided in the Appendix (Supplementary material). Participants of the
studywere administered the following set of measures to be completed
in person: The WLEIS-I, the 9 Attachment Profile (9AP) and the
Zuckerman-Kuhlman-Aluja Personality Questionnaire (ZKA-PQ). The
9AP is an instrument that was developed and validated in the Italian
context while for the ZKA-PQ we used the translation from the valida-
tion study in progress in the Italian context (De Pascalis, personal
communication).
All analyses were carried out using SPSS 17.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL,
USA). CFA was performed using AMOS 16.0 (AMOS: Analysis Of Mo-
ment Structures) (Arbuckle, 2007).
2.3. Measures
2.3.1. Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS; Wong & Law,
2002)
The WLEIS is a 16-item self-report rated on a 7-point Likert-type
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree), measuring four di-
mensions: (1) Self-Emotional Appraisal (SEA); (2) Others' Emotion Ap-
praisal (OEA); (3) Use Of Emotion (UOE); (4) Regulation Of Emotions
(ROE).
2.3.2. 9 Attachment Profile (9AP; Candilera, 2007)
The 9AP is a semi-projective test for assessing the quality of the in-
terpersonal relationships based on self/other perception and IWM of
adult Attachment. Bowlby's notion of attachment representation in-
volves ideas regarding both the self and the others, assuming that a
person's representation of the self and the others can be characterized
by either a positive or a negative orientation. The test includes seven
basic pictures, with each picture showing black and white silhouettes
in different scenarios. For each picture, two identical semantic differen-
tial 9-point scales are presented. Scales are lists of bipolar pairs of se-
mantically opposite terms, and each scale includes nine items. For the
first list, participants are asked to rate for each item their self-percep-
tion, and for the second list they are asked to rate their perception of
the others. Higher scores for each item correspond to the first term of
each bipolar scale (positive representation), lower scores correspond
to the second term (negative representation). The two general indica-
tors self–perception and other–perception, are the sum of the scoresof the self–related and the other–related items, respectively. Higher
scores in these two domains indicate good relationshipswith significant
others, and a positive representation of self. We chose to employ this
semi-projective measure since several studies have shown its reliability
in assessing approximations of self/other perceptions (Iliceto et al.,
2016; Iliceto et al., 2017). Moreover, because the 9AP provides a series
of written responses for the figurative stimuli from the participants, it
represents an objective semi-projective technique, with great advan-
tage in comparison with purely objective techniques. In summary, we
used the two general indicators of Self-perception (α= 0.86 in this
sample) and Other-perception (α= 0.83 in this sample)
2.3.3. Zuckerman-Kuhlman-Aluja Personality Questionnaire (ZKA-PQ;
Aluja et al., 2010).
The ZKA-PQ is a 200-item questionnaire based on the theoretical
constructs of the alternative Five-factor model of personality. The in-
strument measures Aggressiveness (physical aggression, verbal aggres-
sion, anger, hostility), Activity (work compulsion, general activity,
restlessness, work energy), Extraversion (positive emotions, social
warmth, exhibitionism, sociability), Neuroticism (anxiety, depression,
dependency, low self-esteem), and Sensation Seeking (thrill and adven-
ture seeking, experience seeking, disinhibition, boredom susceptibility/
impulsivity). Higher scores in each sub-scale indicate a significant pres-
ence of each psychological construct. The authors reported that α for
Aggressiveness, Activity, Extraversion, Neuroticism, and Sensation
Seeking were 0.78–0.81, 0.76–0.73, 0.75–0.75, 0.74–0.79, and 0.70–
0.72 for the Spanish and American samples, respectively.
2.4. Statistical analyses
Weused two-tailed t-tests and Pearson's correlations for continuous
variables, and Chi-square testswith Yates' correctionwhere appropriate
for categorical variables. Internal consistency was analysed by means of
Cronbach's α. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was used to test spe-
cific hypotheses concerning the relation between observed variables
and their underlying latent constructs. CFA implies the formal specifica-
tion of themeasurement instrument in terms of a factor model, the sta-
tistical fitting of the factor model to the observed data (variances and
covariances, or correlations), the assessment of fit, and the interpreta-
tion of whether the model is consistent with the data (Bollen, 1989).
We used the following criteria to evaluate the overall goodness offit.
The χ2 value close to zero indicates a small difference between expected
vs. observed covariance matrices, with the probability level N 0.05
evidencing the absence of meaningful unexplained variance (Jöreskog
& Sorbom, 1996). Becauseχ2 is sensitive to sample size,we also calculat-
ed the ratio of χ2 to degrees of freedom in order to better estimate the
goodness of fit, with b3 as acceptable data-model fit (Kline, 2011). In
addition, we utilized the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990),
the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973), the Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1990) and the Stan-
dardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR; Jöreskog & Sorbom,
1996). Indicators of a well-fitting model are evidenced by CFI and TLI
N 0.95, RMSEA b 0.06 and SRMR b 0.08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1989; Hu &
Bentler, 1998, 1999).
3. Results
As a preliminary task, we calculated the Pearson's correlation coeffi-
cients between WLEIS-I subscales and the age of the participants. All
values were below 1 and not statistically significant: SEA (r =
−0.085), OEA (r =−0.008), UOE (r =−0.039), ROE (r =−0.038).
Then we conducted a study in which we took gender into account. We
compared men and women on all the sub-scales, but we did not find
any statistically significant differences. The descriptive statistics and re-
sults of the comparisons are presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Descriptive statistics and comparisons between men and women.
Measures Men (n=
292)
Women (n=
184)
t(474) p
M SD M SD
Self-Emotion Appraisal (WLEIS-I) 4.96 1.02 5.06 0.96 1.01 0.30
Other's Emotion Appraisal
(WLEIS-I)
4.80 1.03 4.99 1.04 1.99 0.04
Use Of Emotion (WLEIS-I) 4.52 1.11 4.5 1.01 0.18 0.85
Regulation Of Emotion (WLEIS-I) 5.13 1.04 5.08 1.04 0.44 0.95
Self-perception (9AP) 313.42 7.58 312.56 7.43 1.22 0.22
Other-perception (9AP) 279.36 6.42 278.61 6.24 0.43 0.67
Aggressiveness (ZKA-PQ) 102.00 11.30 101.98 10.92 0.02 0.98
Activity (ZKA-PQ) 108.74 11.77 107.85 11.51 0.09 0.92
Extraversion (ZKA-PQ) 120.44 15.36 119.67 15.17 0.15 0.87
Neuroticism (ZKA-PQ) 91.90 19.32 92.27 19.52 0.12 0.89
Sensation seeking (ZKA-PQ) 100.71 18.91 101.19 19.03 0.04 0.96
Table 3
Goodness-of-fit statistics.
Models χ2(df) p χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
1) First-order
four-factor model
200.45(98) b0.001 2.04 0.981 0.977 0.047 0.031
2) Second-order 203.84(100) b0.001 2.03 0.981 0.977 0.046 0.036
Table 4
Second-order factor loadings and residualized primary loadings.
WLEIS-I
items
Emotional intelligence (second-order
factor loadings)
Residualized primary
loadings
SEA OEA UOE ROE
Item-1 0.49 0.65
Item-2 0.53 0.71
Item-3 0.49 0.66
Item-4 0.53 0.71
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means of Cronbach's α; we found the following values for the sub-
scales: SEA (α= 0.90), OEA (α= 0.89), UOE (α= 0.91), ROE (α=
0.90); Cronbach's α for theWLEIS total score was 0.88. The inter-corre-
lations among theWLEIS subscales weremoderate but all statistical sig-
nificant (Table 2).
We used the covariance matrix and the maximum likelihood meth-
od to test the fit to the observed data of two CFA models. The first CFA
model represented a four-factor model, and we used this model to
test the hypothesis that the loadings of the observed variables, i.e. the
16WLEIS-I item scores, were predicted to endorse onto the four factors
of the original measuring instrument: SEA (items 1 to 4), OEA (items 5
to 8), UOE (items 9 to 12), and ROE (items 13 to 16). In this model, fac-
tors were allowed to inter-correlate, and all indicator cross-loadings
were pre-specified to be equal to zero. This model produced fit indices
as follows: (χ2(98) = 200.45; CFI = 0.981; RMSEA = 0.047). Therefore,
this four-factor model is appropriate to describe the relationships be-
tween the observed variables and the latent factors, and provides
good fit with the data.
In order to test the construct validity of the measuring instrument,
we hypothesized that WLEIS-I scores could be adequately represented
by a hierarchical factorial structure, i.e. that the first-order four factors
could be better explained by a single broader dimension of EI (Byrne,
2010). For this reason, we tested a single second-order factor with
four first-order factors accounting for the covariation among the multi-
ple factors. This model produced fit indices as follows: (χ2(100) =
203.84; CFI = 0.981; RMSEA = 0.046). All goodness-of-fit statistics of
the models are summarized in Table 3.
Although the second-order solution did not improve significantly
the goodness-of-fit, the appropriateness of the hierarchical structure
of the model, with a single second-order factor and four first-order fac-
tors, was assessed in terms of magnitude of factor loadings. Following
the recommendations of Brown (2006) to evaluate the acceptability of
themodel, we observed themagnitude of the second-order factor load-
ings: Each of the first-order factors strongly loaded onto the second-
order factor, as follows: SEA (0.60), OEA (0.53), UOE (0.52), ROE
(0.51). We estimated the relationships of theWLEIS-I scores to the sec-
ond-order factor by multiplying second-order factor loadings by their
relevant first-order factor-loadings. Moreover, we employed theTable 2
Intercorrelations.
SEA OEA UOE
Self-Emotion Appraisal (SEA) –
Other's Emotion Appraisal (OEA) 0.276⁎⁎ –
Use Of Emotion (UOE) 0.303⁎⁎ 0.302⁎⁎ –
Regulation Of Emotion (WLEIS-I) 0.288⁎⁎ 0.160⁎⁎ 0.270⁎⁎
⁎⁎ p b 0.001.transformation procedure introduced by Schmid and Leiman (1957).
By following this procedure, we computed the factor loadings of the
WLEIS-I scores onto the second-order factor, and the residualized factor
loadings of theWLEIS-I scores onto the four first-order factors. The esti-
mates of residualized first-order factors loadings represent the unique
contribution of the first-order factors to the prediction of the observed
variables, while maximizing the variance explained from the second-
order factor. As reported in Table 4, all the residualized first-order factor
loadings were excellent (N0.65), and each item presented salient load-
ings (all above about 0.40) onto the second-order factor representing
a broader dimension of EI (Fig. 1).
Finally, we conducted a study to test the concurrent validity of the
WLEIS-I, by means of exploratory correlations between the WLEIS-I
scales and well-established measures of Self-Other perception (9AP)
and personality (ZKA-PQ). As expected, we found positive and high cor-
relations between SEA and Self-perception (r = 0.554; p b 0.001),
Other-perception (r= 0.487; p b 0.001), and Extraversion (r= 0.491;
p b 0.001), and between OEA and Self-perception (r = 0.466; p b
0.001), Other-perception (r = 0.503; p b 0.001), and Extraversion (r
= 0.457; p b 0.001). Moderate positive correlations were found be-
tweenUOE and Self-perception (r=0.305; p b 0.001), and Extraversion
(r = 0.332; p b 0.001), and between ROE and Self-perception (r =
0.389; p b 0.001), and Extraversion (r= 0.395; p b 0.001) (Table 5).
4. Discussion
The objectives of the present study were to translate the WLEIS in
Italian language, to test the internal consistency of the scale in a sample
of Italian adults from the community, and to investigate whether the
WLEIS-I is consistent with the original theoretical model theorized by
Wong and Law (2002). The results showed thatWLEIS-I is an internally
consistent tool in assessing EI in the Italian population, with capacity to
discriminate individuals in four dimensions, namely SEA, OEA, UOE, and
ROE. The values of Cronbach's α computed on the four sub-scales and
the overall questionnaire were above recommended values
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), and they were comparable to those report-
ed byWong and Law (2002) in their original study.We investigated theItem-5 0.46 0.73
Item-6 0.44 0.70
Item-7 0.43 0.70
Item-8 0.45 0.71
Item-9 0.47 0.78
Item-10 0.43 0.70
Item-11 0.43 0.71
Item-12 0.45 0.74
Item-13 0.45 0.76
Item-14 0.42 0.71
Item-15 0.40 0.67
Item-16 0.45 0.77
Fig. 1. Standardized parameter estimates of the second-order CFA model. Latent variables. EI = Emotional Intelligence. SEA= Self-Emotion Appraisal. OEA= Other's Emotion Appraisal.
UOE = Use of Emotion. ROE = Regulation of Emotion. Observed variables. W1 to W16= 16 items of the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale.
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and the model showed satisfactory fit indices, describing the relations
between the observed variables and the underlying latent factors ap-
propriately. Moreover, we found that the second-order factor model
showed an appropriate hierarchical structure in terms of magnitude of
factor loadings and model fit, with a single second-order factor loaded
by four first-order factors. These results are consistent with the model
theorized by Wong and Law (2002).Table 5
Correlations matrix.
SEA OEA UOE ROE
Self-perception (9AP) 0.554⁎⁎ 0.466⁎⁎ 0.305⁎⁎ 0.389⁎⁎
Other-perception (9AP) 0.487⁎⁎ 0.503⁎⁎ 0.097 0.313⁎⁎
Aggressiveness (ZKA-PQ) 0.103 0.088 0.016 0.124
Activity (ZKA-PQ) 0.038 0.047 0.094 0.059
Extraversion (ZKA-PQ) 0.491⁎⁎ 0.457⁎⁎ 0.332⁎⁎ 0.395⁎⁎
Neuroticism (ZKA-PQ) −0.148 −0.127 0.036 0.078
Sensation seeking (ZKA-PQ) 0.071 0.028 0.076 0.110
⁎⁎ p b 0.001.We also investigated the concurrent validity of the WLEIS-I, and we
observed positive high correlations between SEA, Self-perception,
Other-perception, and Extraversion, and between OEA, Self-perception,
Other-perception, and Extraversion. We also found moderate positive
correlations between UOE, Self-perception and Extraversion, and be-
tween ROE, Self-perception and Extraversion. These results are consis-
tent with recent research (Brannick et al., 2009) showing that WLEIS
scores are negatively correlated with neuroticism, and positively corre-
lated with agreeableness and extraversion, and with empirical findings
on the relations between EI and the Big Five factors of personality
(Brackett and Mayer, 2003; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2016; Freudenthaler,
Neubauer, Gabler, Scherl, & Rindermann, 2008; Mikolajczak, Petrides,
Coumans, & Luminet, 2009; Nelis, Quoidbach, Mikolajczak, &
Hansenne, 2009; Petrides & Furnham, 2000, 2001). Moreover, these
findings evidence the relations between EI and attachment styles, as
discussed in previous research (Bonab & Koohsar, 2011; Cherry et al.,
2013; Gunning et al., 2011).
This study has limitations. Overall, the results obtained may be con-
sidered as preliminary, because of the relatively small sample size, re-
quiring further consolidation by means of reliability and validity
studies on larger representative samples. Test-retest reliability was
279P. Iliceto, E. Fino / Personality and Individual Differences 116 (2017) 274–280not assessed, and regarding the validity of the tool, themeasurement in-
variance across gender should be assessed. Moreover, the study does
not provide evidence of convergent validity of theWLEIS-I, and research
is required in this domain. In fact, to date scales assessing EI have been
validated in the Italian context (see Di Fabio et al., 2014 for a review),
but there is neither information available on the differences between
theWLEIS-I and other reliable EI questionnaires in such context, nor re-
garding the relations between the convergent validity of theWLEIS-I in
comparison to other instruments assessing Ability EI, Trait EI, and the
Mixed EI, specifically (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2016).
It has been argued that the observed overlap between trait and abil-
ity measures indicate incompatibility of the two models (Mayer,
Roberts, & Barsade, 2008), while other researchers consider the two
models as complementary (Austin, Parker, Petrides, & Saklofske, 2008;
Mikolajczak, Nelis, Hansenne, & Quoidbach, 2008; Parker, Keefer, &
Wood, 2011). However, no information is available about the relations
between self-report measures of Trait EI, measures of Ability EI, and
the model of EI proposed by Wong and Law (2002) specifically in the
Italian context. Yet, the community sample utilized in the present
study does not allow to generalize results to populations in which the
assessment of EI is considered as critical for the adjustment and success
of individuals, in both educational and organizational achievements (Di
Fabio & Saklofske, 2014a, 2014b).
Future research is needed to test the reliability and psychometric
properties of theWLEIS-I in Italian student andworker populations. Be-
cause participants were recruited from few specific geographic areas of
the country, amore heterogeneous sample selectionwould also support
a better understanding of the reliability of the instrument to the broader
Italian community. Nevertheless, our findings regarding the concurrent
validity of theWLEIS-I suggest the need to clarify the relations between
the four dimensions of the WLEIS-I and personality dimensions, partic-
ularly between SEA, Self-perception, Other-perception, and Extraver-
sion, and between OEA, Self-perception, Other-perception, and
Extraversion. In fact, empirical findings suggest that the underlying
model of the WLEIS might represent Ability EI rather than a trait
(LaPalme et al., 2016), with potential implications for research and in-
tervention. Future research should also investigate in depth the mea-
surement model and the underlying construct of the WLEIS in relation
to personality and attachment dimensions.
4.1. Conclusions
In conclusion, the present study provides evidence on the internal
consistency of the WLEIS-I, confirming the original model posited by
Wong and Law (2002). We consider it as a preliminary attempt to
study the application of the WLEIS-I and its underlying model of EI to
Italian community settings. Empirical evidence on the internal consis-
tency and validity of the instrument will allow researchers, educators,
and practitioners in the field of psychology to dispose of a reliable
self-report measure for the assessment of EI and intervention in the
community, with significant implications in terms of enhancement of
individuals' subjective and psychological well-being.
Supplementary data to this article can be found online at http://dx.
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.05.006.
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